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1. Introduction

The introduction of NS_24 associated with the out of band emission for Band 28 into TS 36.101 for Rel-11 was proposed in the last RAN4 meeting [1, 2]. It is our understanding that the proponents aimed to minimize the number of Band 28 capable terminals not to recognize NS_24 as much as possible. We do understand the motivation. We, however, would need to consider the impact on terminals in-development.  In this contribution, we revisit the history of this issue and provide options to solve it.
2. Discussion

2.1. Brief overview
In RAN4#72, we received an LS from CEPT in [3]. Based on this, we discussed how to incorporate -42 dBm/8 MHz below 694 MHz into TS 36.101. At the meeting, our original intention was to reflect the out of band emission requirement into TS36.101 from Rel-11 without any NS values [4, 5].  Unfortunately, the proposal was not accepted based on [6] due to one of the reasons of Observation 1”Existing devices already fielded or in-development must not be impacted by any change to the specification” in [6] and the alternative by the proponent was to add a new NS value from Rel-12 due to the reason of “this is a regional requirement, it may also be appropriate to add this new requirement associated with a network signaling approach; i.e., an NS value.  Indeed, the purpose of NS signaling is to indicate additional regional spurious emission requirements and their associated A-MPR if necessary” in [6]. In the end, we introduced NS_24 as a compromise in [7].

In our understanding, the issue comes from the different expectation between the people involved in this issue for the future situation.  Some think that the introduction of Band 28 in countries using -42dBm/8MHz would take time so that almost all the Band 28 capable terminals available in the future would be Rel-12 terminals so that the impact of this issue would be limited. At the same time, we can minimize the impact on the existing terminals in-development. The others think that if we do not apply NS_24 to Rel-11 terminals, then, there may be some terminals not to understand NS_24 in the future. The point is that when Band 28 capable terminals are available in the countries and should we make effort to reduce the terminals not to recognize the NS_24 until the last possible moment even if the impact is limited.
With the above in mind, we further discuss the options to solve the issue in the following sub-section.
2.2. Options
· The first option: 

· Remove the NS_24 from Rel-12 and just reflect -42 dBm/ 8 MHz into “6.6.3.2 Spurious emission band UE co-existence” in TS 36.101 from Rel-11.

· This is the simplest solution and the original proposal in [4, 5]. The point is if the proponents of [1, 2] believe that NS_24 is necessary to be broadcasted in their network or not when they operate Band 28 network to express the situation that the specific signaling is broadcasted and -42dBm/8MHz satisfaction is required in their network.
· Regarding impact on the existing device and in-development device, we believe most likely this can be already met by them so that the issue would be limited. Note that when the CR of [5] was not accepted, the CR of [8] was agreed but the same company who could not agree with the CR of [5] did not express any concerns on the CR of [8]. Therefore, we still believe that we can reflect -42dBm/8MHz from Rel-11.
· The second option:

· Reflect -42 dBm/8 MHz into “6.6.3.2
Spurious emission band UE co-existence” in TS 36.101 in Rel-11 without NS value. In addition, Introduce the method proposed by [9, 10] to avoid unknown NS value issue.

· By using multiple NS values such as NS_01 and NS_24, we can avoid any unknown NS value behavior of UEs and surely can check if Band 28 capable terminals can satisfy -42 dBm/8 MHz from Rel-11.

· However, there is a question on if this is selected, should we just adopt the first option?
· The third option:

· Just introduce the method to avoid unknown NS value issue proposed by [9, 10].

· In our understanding, most likely, the Band 28 capable UEs can satisfy -42 dBm/ 8MHz. However, it would be even better and safer to reflect the -42 dBm/8 MHz for sure. 

· The forth option: 

· Introduce NS_24 into not only Rel-12 but also Rel-11.
· This can reduce the number of terminals not to understand NS_24 but may not be perfect. In addition, the option may provide the impact on the terminals in-development. In our understanding, technically, the other options have advantage than the forth option. Therefore, we do not recommend this option.
2.3. Summary
As mentioned in Section 2.2, we believe that if operators who use this band in areas where -42 dBm/ 8MHz shall be satisfied, the first option is the best selection. From implementation point of view, the first option practically does not require anything new while the forth option requires Band 28 capable terminals to understand NS_24 from Rel-11 so that the impact of the first on UE implementation is less than the forth option. Note that the other options are middle between the first and the forth options. Note that the second and the third options can solve the issue on unknown NS values but we lose justification to have NS_24 in the specification.  Therefore, we propose to adopt the first option to solve this issue in a simpler way.

· Proposal: Remove the NS_24 from Rel-12 and just reflect -42 dBm/ 8 MHz into “6.6.3.2 Spurious emission band UE co-existence” in TS 36.101 from Rel-11.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed how to handle out of emission requirement of -42 dBm/8 MHz in Rel-11. As a result, we propose the following. The associated CR to introduce -42 dBm/ 8 MHz into TS 36.101 for Rel-11 is also provided in [11] 
· Proposal: Remove the NS_24 from Rel-12 and just reflect -42 dBm/ 8 MHz into “6.6.3.2
Spurious emission band UE co-existence” in TS 36.101 from Rel-11.
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